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Abstract

We propose stabilized interior penalty discontinuous Galerkin methods for the indefinite
time—harmonic Maxwell system. The methods are based on a mixed formulation of the
boundary value problem chosen to provide control on the divergence of the electric field.
We prove optimal error estimates for the methods in the special case of smooth coefficients
and perfectly conducting boundary using a duality approach.
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1 Introduction

The numerical solution of the time-harmonic Maxwell’s equations presents a num-
ber of challenges. First, away from boundaries and material interfaces, the solution
is smooth and oscillatory. The need to approximate the oscillations requires a suffi-
ciently fine grid compared to the wave-length of the solution, and results in a large
number of degrees of freedom if many wavelengths are contained in the domain of
interest. This requirement can be loosened (but not entirely avoided) by the use of
high order methods [1,2], so that it is desirable to use high order methods where
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the solution is smooth. A second problem is that at the boundary of the domain
the solution can be singular [3]. Indeed, on a non-convex polyhedral domain the
straightforward application of continuous finite element methods can result in a dis-
crete solution that converges to a vector function that is not a solution of Maxwell’s
equations [4]. While it is possible to modify the variational form to correct for this
failure [5], a similar problem also occurs at interfaces between different materials.
This is because at discontinuities in the electric properties of the materials in the
domain of the electromagnetic field, the electric field is discontinuous. Thus con-
tinuous elements need to be modified at such interfaces. A third problem, which
we will not discuss here, is the numerical solution of the sparse indefinite matrix
problem resulting from the finite element discretization.

Considerations of the first two problems mentioned above have lead to a wide-
spread adoption of edge finite elements [6,7] for the discretization of the time-
harmonic Maxwell’s equations. For an engineering view of such elements, a good
summary is contained in the books [8,9]. An error analysis of these elements has
been given in [10-12] and the profound connection between these elements and
differential forms has been noted for example in [13-15]. Perhaps the main problem
with such elements is that they become rather complex as the order of the elements
is increased, and like all conforming methods they require a suitable finite element
grid which complicates implementing adaptive solvers. Nevertheless, adaptive hp-
finite element solvers have been implemented and show considerable promise [16].

In this paper we propose a new way to discretize the indefinite time-harmonic
Maxwell system based on a discontinuous Galerkin method (denoted DG in the
remainder of the paper). In particular, we propose a suitable extension of the in-
terior penalty methods to the Maxwell system. These methods date back at least
to [17-20] and have been studied for coercive elliptic and convection diffusion
problems more recently in [21-23]. We mention that several other DG methods for
standard coercive elliptic problems can be found in the literature (for instance the
LDG method [24,25] or the DG method introduced by Baumann and Oden [26,27])
and unified analyzes of discontinuous methods in the context of elliptic problems
have been presented in [28,29]. For the time-harmonic Maxwell equations in the
low-frequency regime, where the resulting bilinear forms are coercive, the LDG
methods have been recently investigated in [30].

Our goal is to produce a flexible solver in which the order of the scheme can be
changed easily between different regions of the grid. In addition we hope to exploit
the fact that DG grids do not need to be aligned in order to improve the efficiency
of wave propagation of the method. Thus in regions with different electromagnetic
properties (and hence different wave speeds), different grid sizes can be used to bal-
ance the propagation accuracy of the scheme in each subdomain. Finally it may be
possible to “tune” parameters in the DG scheme to improve propagation accuracy
(this is certainly possible in 1D one space dimension!).



In this paper we prove basic error estimates for our proposed schemes under the
assumption of smoothly varying material properties. This assumption is needed for
certain a-priori estimates used in the analysis. Ultimately we hope to extend these
results to more general coefficients and boundary conditions, and we detail the
formulation in these cases.

Perhaps the closest approach in the literature to the DG methods we propose is the
ultra weak variational method of Cessenat [31]. While successful in practice, this
method is still incompletely understood on a theoretical level. For example con-
vergence is not proved for the standard perfectly electrically conducting boundary
condition (or near a singularity), or in general throughout the domain of compu-
tation. However the successful use of this method is one motivation for propos-
ing the methods in this paper which are convergent globally even in the presence
of boundary singularities. Another similar approach is the mortar finite element
method applied to the Maxwell equations [32]. To our knowledge, convergence has
not been proved for this method in the case of wave propagation. However the suc-
cess of this method applied to low frequency eddy current problems (in which case
the resulting bilinear forms are coercive) suggests that mortar methods or similar
domain decomposition methods could be useful for scattering problems [33]. An-
other domain decomposition approach is the FETI method applied to the Maxwell
equations [34]. A Lagrange multiplier based version of this method was analyzed
in [35] for the coercive Maxwell problem arising in time stepping. Again to our
knowledge, convergence has not been proved for this method in the case of wave
propagation in Maxwell’s equations.

The outline of our paper is as follows. In section 2, we start by detailing the mixed
formulation we shall use as the basis of the DG methods proposed here. We also
summarize some regularity and existence results. Then in section 3 we propose
the DG methods that are the subject of this paper. The main result of the paper
is an optimal a priori error bound that we present in section 4. Its proof is based
on a duality approach and is contained in section 5 and section 6. We end our
presentation with some concluding remarks in section 7.

2 A mixed formulation for the time-harmonic Maxwell equations

In this section, we introduce the time-harmonic Maxwell equations and present a
mixed formulation for the continuous problem which will be the basis for the DG
methods introduced here.



2.1 Time-harmonic Maxwell’s equations

Let 2 be a bounded Lipschitz polyhedron in R? with connected boundary 9. The
model problem we shall consider is to compute a time-harmonic electric field £
in the cavity Q with perfectly conducting boundary. Let w denote the temporal
frequency of the time-harmonic field so that the corresponding time dependent field
E at position x € € and time ¢ is given by

E(x,t) = R (€(x) exp(—iwt)) .
Then € : Q — C? satisfies the Maxwell system
Vxu'VxE&—-ke€E=J inQ, (1)

where . is the relative magnetic permeability and ¢, is the relative electric permit-
tivity of the medium in the cavity 2. We assume that p,. and ,. are real, smooth, and
uniformly positive functions of the position in €2. In addition the real wave number
k is given by
k = wy/eopo,

where 1 is the magnetic permeability and ¢, is the electric permittivity of free
space. The source function J is related to the applied current density driving the
cavity and is assumed to be a given vector function in L?(Q)3.

The assumption that €2 has a perfectly conducting boundary gives the following
boundary condition on 052:

nx&=0 ono. (2)
Here n denotes the outward normal unit vector to 0f2.

Throughout the paper, we will assume that k2 is not an interior Maxwell eigenvalue
(see also Proposition 1 below), i.e., for any € # 0, the pair (A = k2, €) is not an
eigensolution of the problem V x 'V x € = A&, € inQ, n x € = 0 on 9.
Note that this assumption would not be necessary if some region of €2 (containing
a ball of non-zero radius) had a non zero conductivity which would imply that the
imaginary part of ¢, is positive there. Note also that in the special case considered
here the real and imaginary parts of the solution decouple, and hence we can assume
that £ is real. If ¢, is complex valued or if impedance boundary conditions are
imposed, the real and imaginary parts are coupled.

2.2  Mixed formulation

Our DG method is based on a mixed formulation of the Maxwell boundary value
problem (1)—(2). Such formulations have been used previously for edge element



discretizations of Maxwell’s equations to improve stability [16], and to handle co-
ercive problems in which meshes are not aligned at a material boundary [35]. We
can derive this formulation by using a Helmholtz decomposition.

Given a domain D in R? or R?, we denote by H*(D)?, d = 1,2, 3, the Sobolev
space of real or complex scalar- or vector-valued functions with regularity exponent
s > 0, endowed with the usual norm || - ||5,» and seminorm |- |5 p. We write Hg (D)
for the subspace of H!(D) of functions with zero trace and set L2(D)¢ = H°(D)<.
For the computational domain  C R3, we let

H(div) ;) = {u e L*(Q)?* | V- (eu) = 0in Q}

er?

H(div% Q) = {u e L*(Q)?* | V-u=0inQ},
equipped with the L2(£2)?-norm. We shall also need to use the standard spaces

H(curl; Q) = {u € L*(Q)* | V x u € L*(Q)*}
Hy(curl; Q) = {u € H(cur; Q) |n x u=00n00},

endowed with the norm

2

||u||curl,Q

= [ullge + IV x ullgo-

Furthermore, let L2 (Q2)° denote the space of square integrable functions on
equipped with the inner product

Ep — PV dX.
(u,v)e, /quvx

We consider the L? (£2)?-orthogonal Helmholtz decomposition of the function € €
Hy(curl; ©2) given by € = u + Vp, where u € Hy(curl; ) N H(div, ;) and
p € H}(Q), see [36].

Using this decomposition, problem (1)-(2) can be reformulated as follows: find
u € H(curl;Q2) and p € H'() such that

V x u 'V xu—Fkleu—k%e,Vp=J inQ (3)
V-(g,u)=0 inQ 4)

nxu=0 onodN (5)

p=0 ono. (6)

We start by showing well-posedness of problem (3)—(6).

Proposition 1 Assume that k2 is not a Maxwell eigenvalue. Then problem (3)—(6)
has a unique solution (u, p) € Hy(curl; Q) N H(div? ;Q) x H} (Q), with 7'V x

Ep?

u € H(curl; 2), and we have the stability estimates

lullcurr,0 < Cstan|| T |l0.0, Iplli,0 < E~2Cal||T

|0,Q7



with positive constants Ci,p, and Cepp, Cen independent of k.

Proof Consider the Helmholtz decomposition of J as a function in L?(Q)3, J =
Jo + Vj with Jy € H(div’;Q) and j € H}(£). Owing to the orthogonality of
this decomposition, problem (3)—(6) decouples into two independent subproblems,
namely into the Maxwell problem with divergence free data

VX 'Vxu—FEegu=J, inQ
V-(g,u)y=0 inQ (7
nxu=0 onod,

and the elliptic problem
—k*V - (5,Vp)=F inQ, p=0 onoQ, (8)

with right hand side F € H~'(Q2) defined by F(q) = — [, Vj - Vqdx, for all
q € H}(Q). Existence and uniqueness of solutions to (7) follow now in a standard
way from Fredholm theory and the coercivity of the form [ p,'V x u-V x vdx
on the space Hy(curl; Q) N H(divgr; Q) (see [36, Proposition 2.7]). Furthermore,
p, 'V x u € H(curl; ) and

||u||cur1,Q S Cstab”JO”O,Q S Cstab”J”O,Qa

with a stability constant Cy;,, > 0 depending on €2, ., €, and on the wave number
k2. For problem (8), existence and uniqueness follows from standard elliptic theory,
and we have

IPlle < k7?CallFll-1,0 < k7*Cal||Vj

lo,o < k_2Ce11||J||0,Q,
with C; > 0 only depending on Q2 and ¢,.. a

In our duality approach in section 6 we will also make use of the following regu-
larity result.

Proposition 2 For smooth coefficients ., and .., there exists a regularity exponent
o = o(Q) > 1 such that the solution u in (3)—(6) satisfies u € H°(2)* and
V x u € H?(Q)3. Furthermore,

[ullo.o + IV X ullo0 < Cregl| T llo.0

with a positive constant C., depending on &2, u, and ..

Proof By decoupling problem (3)-(6) into (7) and (8), we see that the solution u
of (7) satisfies V x u € L?(Q)3, V - u € L*(Q)3 (here we use the assumption that
e, 1S smooth, so that £,V - u = V - (g,u) — Ve, - u holds true) andn x u = 0
on 02 . From [37, Proposition 3.7], it follows that u € H°*(Q)? for oy > £ and



.0 < C(Q)|[u|cur,0 With an embedding constant C(€2) just depending on €.
Thus, from Proposition 1, we have ||u||,, o < Ci||T ||o,0-

Now set w = p 'V x u. From the first equation in (7), we have V x w = J;, +
k%*e,u € L*(Q)3. Furthermore, V- (u,w) = 0and p,w-n = V x u-n = 0 on 99).
Since p, is smooth, using again [37, Proposition 3.7], it follows that w € H2(Q)3
for o, > 7 and [|wlls0 < C(Q)Wlleue < C(Q, 1) (IV x ulff g + [[To +
erTuHaQ)%. Hence, from the triangle inequality and Proposition 1, we conclude
that ||w||,.0 < Co||T |0, Choosing o := min{oy, 02} and Cye; = max{C1, Cs}
completes the proof. O

Remark 3 If the polyhedron €2 is convex and u, = &, = 1, the parameter ¢ in
Proposition 2 can be chosen as ¢ = 1, see [37].

3 Discontinuous Galerkin discretization

In this section, we introduce stabilized interior penalty discontinuous Galerkin dis-
cretizations for the Maxwell system (3)—(6).

3.1 Triangulations

Let 7, be a regular triangulation of the domain €2 into tetrahedra. We denote by h g
the diameter of the element K and set » = max g7, hx. The diameter of the face
f is denoted by A . We also assume the triangulation to be shape regular, that is,
there is a positive constant « such that, for any K € 7,

M <,
PK

where pg is the diameter of the biggest ball contained in K (see [38, p. 124]).

Let £ be the union of all the faces of 7, and £7 the union of the internal faces. We
define the function h in L>(&) by

h=h(x)=h; ifxef
3.2 Trace operators

First, we need to define some notation concerning functions in H*(7,) := {v :

vk € H¥(K), K € Ty}, for s > L. The elementwise traces of such functions



belong to TR(E) := Ike7, L?(0K); they are double-valued on &z and single-
valued on € \ &€7. The space L?*(£) can be identified with the functions in TR()
for which the two trace values coincide.

Next, we introduce certain trace operators. To this end, fix w € TR(£)? and ¢ €
TR(E), and let e C &7 be an interior face shared by the elements K; and K5. Let
n; be the normal unit vector pointing exterior to K; and w; = w|ak,, ¢i = ¢|ax;

(: = 1,2). Then we define for x € e the average, the tangential jump and the
normal jump of w as follows:

1
{W}} = §(W1+W2) IIW]]T =1N; XWj+1Ny X Wy IIW]IN =Wi-N;+Wsy-1y.

Similarly, we define for x € e the average and the normal jump of ¢ by

1
{o} = 5(‘/91 + ©2) [eln = p1n1 + @oms,.
Then, on any boundary facee C £\ £z, we setforx € e
{fwh=w [wlr=nxw [¢]v = ¢n.

Since we will not require either of the quantities {¢}} and [w]x on the boundary
&\ &z, we leave them undefined.

If w € H(curl; Q2), then, forall e C £z, the jump conditionn; X wi +ny X wo = 0

holds true in H(]_O%(e)f‘, and thus also in Z?(e)? (for the definition of H&)%(e), see,
e.g., [39]). Therefore, [w]r is equal to zero on £z. Similarly, for w € H(div; ),
we have that [w]y is well-defined and equal to zero on £z. Furthermore, for the
exact solution u € Hy(curl; Q) N H(div? ; Q), we have [u]y = 0in L?(e)? for any

Ep?

boundary face e, in addition to [u]; = 0 and [¢,u]x = 0 on &;.

3.3 Stabilized interior penalty discontinuous Galerkin methods

We approximate u and p in the discontinuous finite element space V, x @5 where

Vi ={veL?)Q)?: vlg € PYK)? VK € T,}
Qn={qe€ L*Q): ¢qlx € PYK), VK € Ty},

for an approximation order ¢ > 1, with P*(K) denoting the space of polynomials
of degree at most # on K.

We consider the following discontinuous Galerkin method: find (uy, pr) € Vi xQp



such that, for any (v, q) € V, x Qy,

a(up, v)+c(up, v)+d(uy, v)—k*(up, v)., +b(v, pr) = F(v) 9)
b(un,q) —e(pn, q) =0. (10)

Here,

a(u, v) :/Qu,—lvh X -V X vdx — /8|[u]]T UV, x v ds
— [Vl 'V x up ds

bv.p) =k* [ pVn- (ev)dx =k | o} [erv]v ds

c(u,v) =a /g b 'm uy - [v]rds

d(u,v) =K [ nleruly [erv]y ds

+k*8 > hik /K Vi - (e,u) Vi - (6,v) dx

KeT
e(p,q) :kQV/gh_leﬂp]lN lelnds + « /gh_lm_l[[vhp]lT - [Vralr ds,

with V,, x, V,- and V,, denoting the elementwise curl, divergence and gradient,
respectively, and the functions m and e are defined on £ as the restriction to £ of
i and e, respectively. The parameters «, 5 and ~ in the forms ¢, d, and e are
positive. The purpose of these forms is to stabilize the method. The functional F at
right-hand side of (9) is

F(v) :/Qj-vdx.

Let us discuss the following points about this method:

e The form a(-,-) + ¢(-,-) corresponds to the interior penalty discretization of the
curl-curl operator, cf. [28]; it is symmetric and stable provided that the parameter
« is large enough (see Lemma 14 below). The nonsymmetric variant of the interior
penalty discretization is obtained by replacing a by

a(u,v):/g,u;lvh xu-Vy ><vdx+/g|[u]]T-{{u;1Vh x v} ds

(11)

- /5|[V]IT ;' Vi x ul ds.
Then the form a(-,-) + ¢(-, -) is nonsymmetric, but stable for any o > 0 (see Re-
mark 15 below). In the following we will only present the analysis for the symmet-
ric method in (9)-(10), but emphasize that the error estimates so obtained hold true
verbatim for its nonsymmetric variant.

e The form b(-, ) discretizes the divergence constraint in the mixed formulation
(3)-(6) by means of DG techniques, similar to the forms used in [40] for the Stokes



system. Notice that, after integration by parts, the form b(-, -) can also be expressed
by

b(V,p) = _kZ/Qng . Vhpdx+ kZ/gllp]]N ) ‘H&"V]} dS, (Vap) € Vh X Qh-

e The forms d(-,-) and e(-, -) provide stabilization. While d(-, -) is related to the
divergence constraint, the form e(-, -) provides stability via control of jumps of the
scalar potential p. We found it necessary to include these forms in order to be able
to prove optimal error estimates with our techniques of analysis. Whether or not
similar results can actually be obtained without these stabilization forms remains
an open question and will be investigated numerically in a forthcoming work.

e By elementary manipulations the third term in the form «a(-,-) can be expressed
by

—/ [Vl - fp ' Vi x ulds = > / veng X [p 'V, x u]ds
€ Kek 'K
(12)
— | v}t Vi x u]rds,
&z

forall u, v € Vy,, where ng is the outward normal unit vector to 0 K. For the exact
solution u we have u € Hy(curl; Q) and 'V x u € H(curl; Q). Thus, [u]r = 0
on & and [u 'V, x u]r = 0 on &z, and, with (12), a(u, v) has to be understood as

a(u,v):/ ptVy xu-Vy x vdx + Z/a v -ng x [u 'V, x u]ds,
Q K

KeK

for v € V},, where the boundary integrals are in fact duality pairings.
Let us now address the consistency of the method.

Proposition 4 The discontinuous Galerkin method in (9)—(10) is consistent, i.e.,
the exact solution (u, p) of problem (3)—(6) satisfies (9)—(10), for all test functions

(VaQ) € Vh X Qh-

Proof We have u € Hy(curl;Q), u, 'V x u € H(curl;2) and u € H(div, ;).
Thus, [u]r = 0 on &, as well as [e,u]y = 0 and [ 'V, x ulr = 0 on &7.
Moreover, p € H;(Q2) and Vp € Hy(curl; Q) and thus [p]xy = 0 and [Vp]r = 0
on £. The second equation (10) is then trivially satisfied for all ¢ € @;. From (12),

the first equation (9) reduces to

/u;1qu-thvdx+Z/ vng X [u7 'V, x uds
Q oK

KeK

—kQ/Q&:,ﬂu-vdx—i—kZ/QpVh-(srv)clx—kZ/‘E {{p}[[erv]]Nds:/QJ-vdx,

10



for v € V. Integration by parts over each element K, taking into account the
boundary condition for u and p, yields

/Q(VXHIIVXU_kQSTu—kzeer)'VdX=/QJ-vdx,

which is satisfied for all v € V. O

Remark 5 Note that the regularity of the solution stated in Proposition 2 as con-
sequence of the smoothness assumption on the coefficients is needed neither in the
definition of the method, nor in the proof of Proposition 4. As a matter of fact, the
method is defined and consistent for piecewise smooth coefficients u, and ¢,. In
this case, the functions m and e have to be adjusted by taking the corresponding
averages, i.e., by takingm = {x,. } ande = {{&, } on €.

Remark 6 The analysis developed in the following sections makes use of con-
forming projection operators, and therefore only covers the case of meshes that
do not contain hanging nodes. On the other hand, the DG method is well-defined
for general non-matching grids. In this case, the interior faces are understood as
the (non-empty) interiors of the intersections between two adjacent elements and
the function h has to be redefined on £ as

%(h}(‘i‘h}(f) ifxece=0KNOoK'
hx ifx € e C 0K N ON.

h =h(x) =

4 Themain result

In this section, we present and discuss our main result — an optimal a priori error
estimate for the DG method in (9)—(10). The proof of this bound is developed in
section 5 and section 6; it is based on a suitable duality argument that heavily relies
on the regularity result of Proposition 2, and therefore the assumption of smooth
coefficients p, and ¢, is essential. Moreover, in order to simplify the presentation,
we restrict ourselves to the case i, = &, = 1. The extension to general smooth
coefficients is straightforward.

Define the spaces
V(h) := Vi + (Ho(curl; Q) N H(div’; ) Q(h) == Qn + HL(),
and the broken norm || (u, p) ||» given by

I (a,p) Ik = K*llallg o + E*(IVaplloo + | (0 p) [1,

11



where the seminorm | (u, p) |, is given by

_1 1
[(wp) [i =Va xullg o+ o b2 [ulrllg e + &5 I [u] v ][5 e,

1 _1
+EB > WiV -ullg « + Ky Ih7 2 [plv 5 e + a Ih2 [Vapllige-
KeTy

It is easy to see that || (-, -) ||» is actually a norm in V/(h) x Q(h).
Our main result establishes error estimates in the norm || (u, p) || -

Theorem 7 Assume that the exact solution (u, p) of the continuous problem (3)-
(6) satisfies

1
ue H(Q)* VxueH®Q)?® peHQ) s> 7 13

and let (up,pp) be the discrete solution obtained by the DG method (9)—(10).
Then, there exists positive constants oy and 5y, with oy = «(k,£) and §y =
Bo(k, £, Cen), such that for « > « and 5 > S, we have the error bound

I (= wn,p = pn) o < CR™™ 3 (Jlull o0 + |V x u

|s.0 + ||P||s+1,9),
provided that b < hg for some hy = ho(k, ¢, k, Creg, @, 3,7, 2, 5).

Remark 8 Theorem 7 guarantees optimal a priori error bounds provided that the
stabilization parameters o and 3 are large enough. Restrictions of this type are
typically encountered in interior penalty methods (see, e.g., [28,41]). It is worth
noting that oy and 3, are independent of the wave number 2.

Remark 9 Note that the smoothness assumptions u € H*(Q2)® and V x u €
H*()? follow from Proposition 2, whereas the assumption p € H**'(Q) does not
seem to hold true for general source terms J in L?(€2)3. This lack of smoothness in
the potential p for general right hand sides will be the major difficulty in our duality
argument in section 6 below and is the reason why we introduced the stabilization
forms d(-, ) and e(-, -). We also point out that for divergence free source terms J
(often encountered in practice) we have p = 0 and the assumption p € H**1(Q) is
trivially satisfied.

Proceeding along the lines of [42], we can conclude from the a priori error estimates
in Theorem 7 existence and uniqueness of discrete solutions.

Corollary 10 For a > ag and 8 > [y, the DG method (3)-(4) admits a unique
solution, provided that A < hj.

Proof We need only establish that if J = 0, the only solution is u, = 0 and
pr, = 0. Butif J = 0, thenu = 0, p = 0 and the estimate of Theorem 7 implies

12



Il (ap, o) |n < 0 for b < hg. Since || (-, ) [|» isanormon V; x @y, we conclude
that u, = 0 and p;, = 0. |

The proof of Theorem 7 is developed in section 5 and section 6. First, we rewrite
the DG method in a non-conforming fashion, using lifting operators similar to the
ones introduced in [28], and prove an inf-sup condition. Then, we derive an abstract
error estimate which can be viewed as a variant of Strang’s lemma. This is done in
section 5. Finally, in section 6, we make explicit the error estimates for the principal
part of the problem and then for the L2-norm of the error by a duality approach
where we need 3 to be large enough.

5 Abstract error estimates

In this section, we prove an abstract error estimate for our DG method. The key
ingredient to obtain this estimate is an inf-sup condition which we prove in Propo-
sition 17, following an argument often used in the analysis of stabilized finite ele-
ments in Stokes flow (see, e.g., the survey article [43] and the references therein).

5.1 Aglobal bilinear form

For the purpose of our analysis, we replace the integrals over interelement bound-
aries by volume integrals given in terms of the lifting operators £ : L(£)® — V,,
and M : L?(E7) — Qy, defined by

/Q,C(v)-de:/gv-{{w}}ds Vw eV,
/QM(v)qu:/gzv{{q}}ds Vg € Q.

We also need the lifting operator N : L2(€7) — 'V, defined by
/N de—/ v[wlnyds  Vw € V.
Consider the forms ay (-, -) and by (-, -) given by

aye(u, v) ::/ Vi Xxu-Vy, X vdx
/ (Lulr) - (Va x v) + L(V]r) - (Vi x )] dx
g (v, p) ::kQ/QpVh-vdx— kZ/QM(ﬂv]]N)pdx.

13



Again, by integration by parts, we have
blift(vvp) = _k2 ‘/Qv ) Vhde+ k2/ﬂ‘c’([[p]]N) : de7 V(Vap) € Vh X Qh-

For discrete test and trial functions, the forms ayg (-, -) and byg (-, -) coincide with
a(-,-) and b(-, -). However, this is no longer true for continuous functions, due to the
discrete nature of the lifting operators. Nevertheless, we carry out our analysis in
terms of the forms ayg (-, -) and by (-, -) since they have more favorable continuity
and coercivity properties and take into account the inconsistency of the forms by a
variant of Strang’s lemma.

Introducing the global form By, (u, p; v, ¢) defined by

Bu(u,p;v,q) :=aug(u,v) + c¢(u,v) + d(u,v) — k*(u, v)
+ bt (v, p) — buge(u, ) + e(p, q),

we can rewrite the DG method (9)-(10) in the following compact form:
Find (uh,ph) €V, X Qh such that

Bh(up, pr; v, q) = F(v), (14)

forall (v,q) € Vi, x Qp.
5.2 Stability of the lifting operators
The following standard inverse inequalities (see, e.g., [38]) will be useful in the rest

of the paper.

Lemma 11 For polynomials r € P*(K), we have

1
lo,ox < Cinvhg? (|70, 71,6 < CiwhE 70,165

7

with a constant Cy,, > 0 only depending on the shape regularity constant x and
the polynomial degree /.

We start by establishing stability estimates for the lifting operators.

Proposition 12 Let £ and M be the lifting operators defined above. We have that,
forall v e V(h) and for all ¢ € Q(h),

1

0,0 < Crre|[h™2[q]n|oe
oo < Clire|[h™*[v] v|

LV lloe < Cinln 2 [VIrloe  [1£([alw)]
IM([VIN o0 < Crinlh ™ [VInllog: IV ([VIn)

with a constant Cy;¢; only depending on « and 4.

0,Ez

14



Proof We prove the first estimate. Given v. = w, + w € V/(h), observe that
[vlr = [wr]r on E. By the definition of the operator £ and the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality, we have

Jo £([Vlr) -z dx _ Jelvlr - {=} ds

= sup

I£([vIr)llo.0 = sup

zEVy, ||Z |0,Q zEV, ||Z| 0,22
_1 1
< sup Ih—z[v]r |0,8||h2{ZB'||0,5_

Then, by using the definitions of {-} and h, and the first inverse inequality in
Lemma 11, we obtain

1
IRz f{z}l5e < C > hxllzllson <C 3 llzlis x = Cllzlls o-

KeTy, KeTy,

This proves the first estimate. The other estimates are obtained similarly. a

5.3 Continuity

We can state the following continuity properties.

Proposition 13 There exists a positive constant C' only depending on x and £ such
that, for all (u, p), (v,q) € V(h) x Q(h),

|arir (w, v)[ < Cf (0, 0) [[all (v, 0) [l le(u, v)| < O (w, 0) [|a]] (v, 0) [|
[bige (w, p)| < O (w,0) lal (0,p) [ [d(u,v)| < C| (w,0) [ln]l (v, 0) ||
le(p, @)| < C1(0,p) [|all (0, g) [|n-

Consequently, for all (u, p), (v, q) € V(h) x Q(h),

Bi(u,p; v, q) < Ceont || (w, ) [ln]l (v, ) lIn,

for a continuity constant C.,,; > 0 only depending on « and /.

Proof Using the first estimate in Proposition 12, we have

|aise (w0, V)| <[V X ulloa [V X vijog + [IVa X v]joq [ £([ulr)lloq
+ Ve x ufloa [[£([vIr)llo.o < Cll (w,0) [a]l (v, 0) [|-

Then, owing to the second estimate in Proposition 12,

[buiee(u, p)| < K2V = L([PIv) 0.0 Ilul

0.0 < CJ (u,0) [|all (0, p) [[-

The estimates for ¢(-, -), d(-,-) and e(-, -) are straightforward. a

15



5.4 Inf-sup condition

We show the stability of the form B, in the following two steps: we start by prov-
ing, in Lemma 14, a Garding inequality for the form B, in terms of the seminorm
| (-,-) | and then, in Lemma 16, a stability estimate for B} (u, p; —V;p, —p); by
combining these results, we obtain the inf-sup condition in Proposition 17.

Lemma 14 There exists a positive constant C' independent of 4 and £ such that,
for all (u,p) in Vi, x Q,

By(u,p;u,p) > C| (u,p) 5 — K*[lullg o

provided that o > Cg,, where Ciy; is the constant in the estimates of Proposi-
tion 12.

Proof First, we prove the following coercivity property: for all u € Vy,
ain (1, 1) + c(u, 1) > C(|[Va x ull§ o + [l = [u] | ). (15)

Using the arithmetic geometric mean inequality |ab| < %aQ + 27, and the first
bound in Proposition 12, we have, for any 6 > 0,

axte(u, u) + ¢(u, u)

= Vs xullfo =2 [ Vaxu- £([ulr) dx + ol fulr| e
4] o
> (1= 2 )IVa xulg — 5 1£(ul)

§ Ci !
> (1= 2 )1V x ullo+ a1 - =5 )~ fulr

1
o0 +alh 2 [u]z(l5,

2
0,

Owing to the assumption o« > C%;,, we can take C2;, < § < «and obtain (15). Now,
since By, (u, p; u, p) := ayn (u, u)+c(u, u)+d(u, u) —k*||ul|§ o +e(p, p), the result
immediately follows from the coercivity property (15) and from the definition of
the seminorm | (-, -) |p. O

Remark 15 If we replace the form ayg by its nonsymmetric variant derived from
(11), Lemma 14 holds true for any o > 0. For the symmetric method in (9)-(10),
we will assume throughout the text that « satisfies a > Cf;, (the constant « in
Theorem 7 is actually CZ,).

Lemma 16 Let (u,p) € V5 x Q. Then there exist positive constants C, Cy and
Cj5 independent of h and & such that

I (Vap, p) [In < Cil| (w, p) [|n
Bi(u,p; =Vup, =p) = Cok?||Vapllg o — Csl (u,p) [; — Csk?||ul[§ o-

16



Proof Let us firs'f prove the continuity property. From Lemma 11, the following
bounds hold: ||h2[Viplnllos, < ClViplloq and ||Apllox < Chi'||Vp
Then, from the definition of || (-, -) ||, we obtain

loxc-

_1 1
I (Vap,p) Iz =28 Vapllo.o + 2 072 [Vaplrllo e + &8 02 [Vap]y
_1
+ kB Y hillApllok + &y I 2 [plvllo e

0,62

KeTy
_1 _1
<CK|Vapllo o +20|b 2 [Viplrllog + &y Ih 2 [plvlloe
<Cill (u,p) I3,

for any u € Vy,, with C; = C1(Ciny, 5).

In order to prove the bound for By (u, p; —Vp, —p), We estimate separately the
bilinear forms that are involved. We consider first ajg(u, —V;p). From Proposi-
tion 12:

i, ~Vip) = [ L(Vplr) - Vi x udx
Ciin

> _ lift
- 2

1 1
b2 [Vaplrlice = 51V x ullge:
For c(-, -) and e(+, -) we have

c(u, ~Vip) = ~a [ 57" [ulr - [Vaplr ds
Q. _1 o, _1
> S I3 ulrf e — 5 In?[Vipls

e(p, —p) = —k>|n 3 [p]n|

0.6

1
oe — ol 2 [Viplr

0.6+

Let us consider now by (-, -). We have again from Proposition 12 with arithmetic
geometric mean inequalities

b (~Vup,p) =K Vil — K [ L(0ply) - Vipds

k‘2 k2 §12ift ||h7%

> Vil - [Pl 2

and

—bye(u, —p) = — kQ/Qu - Vyppdx + kz/ﬂﬁ(ﬂp]]N) ‘uds

9 K2 Cly . 1
> — Skl o L

2 k? 2
0,0 — 1_6||Vhp| 0,0 —

17



For d(-, ), we have

d(u, Vip) = — k%/ﬂ/\/(m[u]]N) Vipdx — k28 Y % /Kv uApdx

KeT;,

1 k?
> — 4 k*B? CigIn? [u] v |f§ ¢ — EHVhP

6.0

k2
— AR08 3 WiV - ull§ ke — 76l Vapllie:

KeTy

where we used the estimates in Proposition 12, the inverse estimate ||Ap|lo.x <
Ch'||Vpl|o,x and arithmetic geometric mean inequalities with suitable weights.
Finally, we note that

k*(u, Vip) > —4k*||lu

2 k2 2
|0,Q - E”Vhpno,n-

Adding together all the contributions from the bilinear forms we obtain the result
(with our choice of the weights, C; = 7). 0

We are now ready to prove the following inf-sup condition.

Proposition 17 There are positive constants Cy, C, and C independent of A and
k such that, for any (v, q) € V, x Qp, there is (w, s) € V;, x @}, such that

I (w, s)lln < Cill (v:9) lln

(16)
Bu(v,q;w,5) > Cal| (v, @) [} + K Vaallg0) — Csk*[IvI[G -

Proof Set (w,s) = 6(v,q) — (Vag,q), combine Lemma 14 and Lemma 16 and
choose ¢ large enough. O

5.5 Avariant of Strang’s lemma

We prove the following abstract error estimate involving the residual

Rh(u,p;V,Q) = Bh(u,p;V,Q) - f(V),

which takes into account the inconsistency of the formulation (14).

Theorem 18 There is a constant C' independent of ~ and & such that the error
(u — up, p — pp) satisfies

u-—u,p— <C< inf u—v,p—
lw=wp=pln<c( it J@=v,p=a)ls

‘Rh(uvp; w, S)|

+ sup +k||u—uh||0,g>.

0,0 £ws)eVix@y Il (W) [la

18



Proof Fix (v, q) € Vi, x Q. We split the error (u — uy, p — py) into

(11 - uhap_ph) = (11 —V,p— Q) + (V — Up, q _ph) = ("Pua(pp) + (£ua£p)

We bound (£, &), which we may assume to be nonzero. By Proposition 17, there
exists a nonzero test function (w,s) € V,, x @ satisfying (16) with (v,q) =
(&,,&p). We obtain

I (€., &) 17 = *11€ull5.0 + K1 Va&llon + | (€us &) I
S C |Bh(§u7 gp’ w, S)| + Ck2||£u||g,ﬂ
S C |Bh(<Pua ©p; W, S)| + C|Rh(uap; w, 3)| + C k2”€u||g,§2

_ L Re(u, p;w, s)|?
< 057 (9, ) I} + 00 BB )

Il (w, 5) [I5
+ 0l (w, ) [l5 + CE*€.]l5.0

— — R u,p;,w,s 2
< C6 | (purion) I} + o BT, 5)

Il (w. 5) [l
+C0ll (€., &) Iz + CK*]I€,

|§,Qa

for any 6 > 0, where we used the definition of the residual R}, the continuity
of B, arithmetic geometric mean inequalities and || (w, s) |, < C || (€,.,&) |la-
Hence, the parameter § can be chosen such that

|Rh(uap; w, S)‘

Il (w, 5) [I%

since K2[€, 30 < K2l — will3q + K29, 0. we have

I (€0, &) Iz < Cll (u, 90) I + €

2
+CE|1€, 15 0-

I €& I < Ol eu o I
|Rh(uap; w, S) |2

+ swp + K= il ).

00£wsevix, Il (W, 8) [I;

The assertion now follows by applying the triangle inequality and taking the infi-
mum over all (v, q) € Vj, X Q. a

Remark 19 The result of Theorem 18 holds true also in the case 8 = 0. The
positivity of 3 and the stability induced by the corresponding forms will be invoked
in the duality argument of the next section.

6 Error estimates

In this section, we make explicit the abstract error estimate in Theorem 18.
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6.1 Approximation properties
First, we review the approximation results for the L2-projection, for standard H*-
conforming and for curl-conforming Nédéléc operators.

Lemma20 Letw € HY(K), t > 0. Let IT be the L?-projection from H!(K) onto
PE(K). Then for m integer, 0 < m < t, we have

| — Taw| e < CRE o)

K-
Moreover, if ¢ > 1,

in{+1,t}—1
lw — Twloax < Ch" 72 )|, k.

The constant C' only depends on «, ¢ and t.

Proof For natural numbers ¢, the first estimate follows from the classical Bramble-
Hilbert theory (see, e.g., [38]); for ¢ = 0, it is a consequence of the stability of the
L?-projection. For non-integer ¢, it can be obtained by interpolation. The second
estimate follows from the trace theorem from L?(0K) to H'(K), from the first
estimate, and scaling arguments. a

We also need a standard H!-conforming approximant, see [38], and a Clément
operator, as constructed in [44].

Lemma 21 The standard nodal H!-conforming interpolant Iz : [H™™(Q) N
Hi (Q)] = [Qn N Hj ()] satisfies

lw = gwlme < CAWHELHE Myl o m=0,1,
fort > % The constant C' only depends on x, £ and t.

This lemma is proved in [38] for integer ¢, and can be proved for non-integer ¢ by
using the arguments in [45].

For the Clément operator Il : Hg(Q) — [Qn N Hy ()], we recall the following
result (see, e.g., [44, pp. 109-111]).

Lemma 22 There exists a constant C' only depending on « and ¢ such that

> (lw = Tow|? g + hilllw = Toaw][f  + ki llw = Tawlf} 5x) < Cllwll} o
KeT

Finally, we establish the next lemma for curl-conforming Nédéléc operators.
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Lemma 23 Let IT.,, be the curl-conforming Nédéléc operator (either of the first
type [6] or of the second type [7]) into V;, N Hy(curl; 2). Then, there exists a
constant C' = C(k, £, t) such that, forany w € Hy(curl; Q)NH Q)3 withVxw €
HY(Q)?, ¢ > 1,

Q)- (17)

||W - ]'—‘[CUI‘IWH(;UI-LQ <C hmin{ﬁ,t}(

Moreover, if w also belongs to H (div’; Q),

1 .
b2 [w — Mewawlnllog, < CR™™ 8 (lwlli + |V x Wlli0)

1
( S RV - w_ncuﬂw)”g,,()Z < ¢ pminita) (
KeTy,

).

Proof The first part is proved in [45, Section 5]. For the second part, denote by
ITy, the L2-projection onto V,. By using the triangle inequality, the approximation
results in Lemma 20, the first inverse estimate in Lemma 11, the L2-stability of Iy,
and the first part of this lemma, we obtain

1
|hz[w — cher]IN“g,SI

<C Y hg(lw Ty, (W = Tewrw)I[3 o)

KeTy,

<0 Y R w2 e+ 0 Y Ty, (W — Temw)|[2 ¢
KeTs, KeTh

< C ,Q + C“W - chrIW“g,Q

a)

To prove the last estimate, we integrate by parts and obtain

< ChQ min{4,t} <

Z h; %V - W_chrlw)Hg,K

KeTy,
== Y / VYV - (W = Hoyqw) - (W — Touw)dx
KEeTy,
+ Z h2/ (W — W) (W — Heyqw) - ngds =: Ty + Ts.
KEeTy

Let us first consider the volume term 77. Using the fact that V - w = 0, Cauchy-
Schwarz inequalities, the second inverse estimate in Lemma 11 and the first part of
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this lemma, we get

1
— ( z h ”vv chrlw||0K)2||W—H

KeTy
1

<C( Y BV - Temwl3 ) * [[w =TT

KeTy,

1

=C( X BV - (W = Tewnw) [ ) * W — ey w]lo0

KEeTy

1

< CRmER (ST BV - (W= Tewnrw) R ) (IWllee + 1V % Wllig)-

KETy,

Similarly, we can bound the term 75 by

1

Ty < (X WV MewnwllFox)* (X rcllw = Mewnwl[3 o)
KeTs KeTh
1

< (X PRIV - Meww| )’

KET,

(3 helw = Ty, w2 o + [Ty, (W — Teunw) |12 5 )

KeTy
3 3 )

< Chmm{ﬁ t}( Z h ||V (W _ chrlw)
KETh
where we used the first inverse estimate in Lemma 11 for the term containing the
. . 1
sum and proceeded as in the estimate of ||hz[w — IT..nw]n||o, fOr the second
term. This completes the proof of the last estimate. O

=

=

6.2 Error in the principal part

We have the following estimate of the residual in Theorem 18.

Lemma 24 Let (u,p) be the exact solution and assume that V x u € H*(Q)? and
p € H*H(Q), for s > 2. Then, for all (v,¢) € V(h) x Q(h),

R (w,p:v, q) :/JM'T AV x u—Ty, (V x u)} ds

+ k2/a [vly {p — g,p} ds,

where Ty, and IIp, denote the L?-projections onto V,, and @y, respectively.
Moreover, there exists C' independent of A such that

1
[R(w,p;v, )| < CH™™E (v, 0) [ (IV x ull g+ Ipl2410) *-
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Proof By straightforward calculations involving integration by parts and taking
into account the definition of the lifting operators £ and M, we have that, for any

(v.p) € V(h) x Q(h),
Ra(w,piv,0) = [{V x u} - Wlrds = [ Vxu-L([v]r) dx
+8 [ o} s = K [ pM([vI) dx.
Since

/Qv xu- L([v]r) dx = /Qth(V x u) - L([v]r) dx

(18)
e MV dx = [ T, p M([V]) dx,

we obtain the desired expression for Ry, (u, p; v, q).

For the estimates of the residual, let us write R (u, p; v, q) =: T1 + T3, where

T, = LMT AV xu—Ty, (V x v)} ds

Ty =K [ [Vly {p— Tlg,p} ds.

By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, the definition of the norm | (-,-) ||, and the
second estimate of Lemma 20, we obtain the following bound:

l

70 <C %, 0) I (X AxllV x u = Ty, (V x )l )
KeTy,

<CLE0) I (X BV xcull )

KeTy,
Similarly,
l
GOl X kil - ol ox )
KeT
1
2min{¢,s 2
<cl@ 0l ( X m bl )
KeTy
The estimate for R;, then follows. O

We are now ready to prove the following error estimate.

Corollary 25 Under the assumptions of Theorem 7, there exists a constant C' in-
dependent of the meshsize A such that

Il (w=usn, p—pa) [ < CH™™E(Julls,0 4V xulls 0+ [plls+1,0)+Chllu—unllop.
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Proof Consider the abstract estimate of Theorem 18 and bound the infimum by
|| (w0 — Meynu, p — M g1p) |5, Where 1., is the curl-conforming Nédéléc operator
and Iz the standard H*!-conforming interpolant from Lemma 21. Taking into ac-
count the approximation properties in Lemma 21 and Lemma 23 and the estimate
of the residual in Lemma 24, we obtain the result. O

6.3 Error in the L2-norm

In order to complete our error analysis, we need to estimate the term £ ||u—up|[o o
This is done in the next proposition by a duality approach. The main difficulty in
this argument is that we can not assume any smoothness for the scalar potential of
the dual solution. To overcome these difficulties we will have to make the stabiliza-
tion constant 3 large enough.

Proposition 26 Let o > 1 be the regularity exponent from Proposition 2. Fur-
thermore, we assume that the exact solution satisfies the smoothness assumptions
in (13) with s > . Then we have

kllu = upllo,e <C1 AU (w = up, p — pa) In + CtR™™ 4 pl|s 10
_1
+ Co 872 (u = up, p — pa) In,

with C; = Cl(lﬁ, Lk, B, Crega g, S) and Cy = CQ(K,, l, Cell)-
Consequently, there exists 3y = By(k, £, Ce) such that for 8 >

1 min
klu—wnlog < 5 I (w=up,p—pn)ln+Ch I 1pllssr0,

provided that » < h, for a constant by = ho(k, ¢, k, Creg, @, 8,7, 0, S).

Proof The proof is given in several steps. We start by introducing a suitable adjoint
problem with right-hand side £2(u — uy,), denoting by (z, +) its solution, and we
express k*||u — u||g o as the sum of By(u — up,p — pr; z — Meunz, ¥ — Haep)
plus residual terms, with I1.,, the curl-conforming Nédéléc operator into V;, N
Hy(curl; ©) and 1, the Clément operator into Q,NH; () (step 1). Then, estimates
of the residuals (step 2) and of the bilinear forms in the definition of B, give the
result (steps 3 and 4).

Step 1: A dual problem. Let (z, ) be the solution of the dual problem

VxVxz—kz+kEVy=k(u—-u,) inQ

V-z=0 in
nxz=0 on 0f) (19)
Y =0 on 0f).

24



By Proposition 1 and Proposition 2, we have

o + IV X 2[00 < Cregh?|[u — uloo
1Y|l1.0 < Ceallu — uplon

[z

(20)

for a regularity exponento = o(Q2) > % We may also assume that o < 1. The main
problem in the following arguments is that we can not assume 1 to be smoother than
belonging to H; ().

The solution (z, ¢) of problem (19) satisfies

Bh(Z, _wa v, Q) - Rh(Z, —1/1, v, Q) = kQ(u — Uy, V)

for all (v,q) € H*(T)® x H(Ty), s > % Taking (v,q) = (u — up, —(p — p1)),
observing (13), we obtain

Bu(z, —;u—up, —(p—pp)) — Ru(z, —;u—up, —(p — pn)) = k[lu— up[[§ -
Since By (u — up, p — pn; za, ¥n) = Ru(W, p; zn, ¥n) = —Ra(W, p; 2 — 2n, ) — 1n),
for all (z, ) € Vi x Qp, and using the skew-symmetry properties of By, we can
write
K |lu—usl§ o = Bu(u—un,p—pn;z2— 24, ¥ — ¥n) + Ry + Ro + Rs + Ry, (21)

with residual terms

R = —/gﬂu—uh]]T-{{V x 7 — Iy, (V x z)} ds,

Ry =k [ [u—wily{¥ ~ lg, i} ds,

Ry = —/gﬂz—zh]]T-{V x u— Ty, (V x u)} ds,

Ry = —k? /Ez [z —zp]n{p — Hg,p} ds.

We define z, = Il..uz, so that Ry = 0, and vy, = I, with I1.,, the curl-
conforming Nédéléc operator from Lemma 23 and Il the standard Clément oper-
ator which satisfy the approximation property of Lemma 22.

Step 2: Theresiduals. We estimate the residual expressions Ry, R, and R, in (21)
(recall that R3 = 0). Let us start with R;. The Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the
approximation properties in Lemma 20 yield

Ry < Cff (u—1us,0) [n( D hxllV x 2= Ty, (V x 2)|§ 5 )
KeTy,
< Ch7| (u—up, 0) [allV x 2z][¢0.
Thus, from (20),

Ry < Ch7k?|| (u =y, 0) lnllu = wsllo-
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The crucial term is R,. Again from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, using the sec-
ond estimate of Lemma 20 and the stability estimates (20) for the dual solution, we
obtain

Ry < C(K*B|1h2[u — wilwllog,)” (K287 3 hilllv — T, ¥l o)

KET;,

< CEkB 7| (u—up,0) ln]l¥]re
< CkB72| (u—up,0)|s]Ju—ul

0,025

with C' = C(k, ¢, Cen). Finally, for R, we have

1
Ry < C| (z — Theunz, 0) [ (k2871 Y i llp — g,pll3 o)

KeTy
< O™k || (2 — Tz, 0) [[allpllss1,0

Step 3: Theterm || (z — II.ynz, 0) ||n. We claim that
| (2 = Tewnz, 0) [l < C A7k [[u = usljo0, (22)
with C = C(k, £, k, Ceg, B, 0).

To see (22), we first note that, since the Nédéléc projection is curl-conforming,
|h~2 ]z — Ileunz] 7o = 0. Furthermore, by (17) and (20),

IV x (z — chrlz)”g’Q + k?||z — chr]Z”%,Q < Oh*(||z lo.0 + ||V X z||(,7Q)2
< Ch¥Elu—uyff g

From the second and third estimates of Lemma 23 and (20), we have

1
kB %[z — Meunz]nlge, < CR*K[|u— w50

K28 Y WV - (2 — Memz) |5 < C 7k [[u — uplff o
KeT

The proof of estimate (22) now follows from the definition of || (z — II.ynz, 0) ||5.
Step 4: The assertion. We are now able to complete the proof Proposition 26.
Define §, = z — Iz and & = ¢ — Ilgey. From (21), taking into account
that, due to the conformity of the projectors I, and I1g, c(u — uy, €,) = 0 and
e(p — pn, &) = 0, we have that
k2||11 - uh”g,Q :alift(u — Up, gz) + d(u — Up, 62) - kQ(u — Up, gz)
+ bige (&, 0 — ) — buge(w — up, &y) + Ry + Ro + Rs.

From the continuity properties of Proposition 13, we obtain

K llu = unllgo <C I (w = un, p = pn) lall (€2, 0) I

(23)
+ |bigg(u — up, &y)| + Ry + Ry + Rs,
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where we isolated the term by (u — uy, &) that needs to be treated separately. By
the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality we have

|blift(u - uh,§¢)|2
2

2
= ]{12/9 &/, Vh . (u - uh) dx‘ + k2/g M(|[u - uh]]N) §¢dx
<2 (K8 S WllVa- (a = w)lf g + K81 M(bu — w0
KeTy,
(P87 X Bl k),
KeTy,

with C = C(k). Now, using the approximation property of Lemma 22 of the
Clément operator, the third estimate in Proposition 12, the second estimate in (20)
and the definition of || (u — uy) ||», We get

|bige (w0 — ap, &p)|?
<R (KB Y KllVa (=) + 6]¥[u - uly

KeTy,
< C?E*B7| (= up, 0) [l — upl5 o

Be: Il

where C' = C(k, ¢, Cepn). Inserting this, (22) and the estimates for the residuals
obtained in Step 2 in (23) completes the proof. O

The proof of Theorem 7 follows now from Corollary 25 and Proposition 26.

7 Conclusions

In this paper, we have carried out an error analysis for stabilized interior penalty dis-
continuous Galerkin methods for the discretization of the indefinite time-harmonic
Maxwell equations. We have derived error estimates that are optimal, provided that
the stabilization parameters are large enough and the meshsize is small enough. A
numerical study of the proposed methods is the subject of ongoing work.
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